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REMARKS 

As a preliminary matter, Applicants thank the Examiner for the careful examination 
of this appHcation. In the Office Action: (1) claims 3-4, 10, 13-14. 19-27, 29-32, 36, 52, and 
62-63 were objected to for informalities; and (2) claims 1 -65 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being obvious over U.S. Patent No. 6,636,845 to Chau et al. (hereinafter ''Chau") 
in view of U.S. Patent No, 6,665,677 to Wotring et al. (hereinafter "Wotring"). Applicants 
have amended claims 3-4, 10, 13-14, 19-27, 29-32, 36, 52, and 62«63 to correct informalities. 
Claims 66 and 67 have been added. No new matter has been introduced, and no claims have 
been canceled. After entry of the amendments, claims 1-67 will be pending in the 
application. Claims 1, 28. 34, and 61 are independent claims. Applicants respectfully 
request that the Examiner withdraw the objections to and rejections of the claims based on 
the amendments to the claims and for the reasons discussed below. 

Oblections to Claims 3^, 10. 13-14. 19-27> 29-32. 36. 52. and 62-63 

On page 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner objected to claims 3-4, 10, 13-14, 19- 
27, 29-32, 36, 52, and 62-63 for informalities. Specifically, the Examiner has objected to the 

use of the word "and" in the phrase 'The method/system of claim and further 

comprising'' as recited in these claims. Applicants have amended claims 3-4, 10, 13-14, 19- 
27, 29-32, 36, 52, and 62-63 to remove the word "and" from this phrase as required by the 
Examiner. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the 

objections to the claims. 

Independent Claims 1 and 34 

On page 3 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected independent claim 1 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Chau in view of Wotring. The Examiner also rejected 
independent claim 34 for the same reasons relied upon to reject claim 1 (page 12 of the 
Office Action). *'To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim 
limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art." In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 180 
USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974). MPEP §2143.03. Applicant respectfully submits that Chau and 
Wotring, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest every claim limitation 
recited in claims 1 and 34. Thus, for the reasons discussed below, the Office Action does not 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness against these claims. 

Claim 1 recites the claim limitation of: 
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. . .propagating the received at least one proposed data update into the 
relational database in a manner which ensures compliance with both the 
relational database relational schema and the document type definition without 
requiring reloading the existing data in the relational database , (Emphasis 
added.) 

Claim 34 recites a similar claim limitation. Several elements of this claim limitation are not 
taught or suggested in the cited prior art references. Firstly, neither Chau nor Wotring 
teaches the propagating of data into a relational database without requ iring reloading of the 
existing data in the relational database . On page 4 of the Office Action, the Examiner relies 
on col. 5, lines 52-65 and col. 1, lines 54-62 to interpret Chau as teaching that the distributing 
or sharing of XML elements or attributes by converting data stored in a relational database to 
XML documents ("manipulation") is performed "without affecting the physical organization 
of the database" (page 4). However, Chau's teaching of not affecting the physical 
organization of the database at col. 1, lines 54-62 is limited to the context of generating 
different "views" of data to provide a particular way of looking at the database. The 
generation of different "views" of a database is entirely unrelated to the claim limitation of 
propagating data into a relational database without requiring reloading the existing data in the 
relational database because viewing a database and storing data into a database are 
completely different operations. Thus, Chau's teaching of viewing database data without 
affecting the physical organization of the database does not in any way teach or suggest the 
claim limitation of propagating data into a relational database without req uiring reloading the 
existin g data in the relational database . 

Moreover, the Background section of the application contemplates the system taught 
in Chau, as well as its shortcomings related to its requirement that existing data be reloaded 
into a relational database. Paragraph 0028 of the specification states: 

The DB2 XML Extender can store, compose and search XML 
documents. Document storing is accomplished in two ways. First, the XML 
document is stored as a whole for indexing, referred to as [a] way of storing 
the XML document as an XML column. Second, pieces of XML data are 
stored into table(s), referred to as XML collections. 

This paragraph describes the system taught in Chau, which system is implemented using the 

described DB2 XML Extender, XML columns, and XML Collections (see Figure 2 and col. 

8, lines 7-8 and 37-39 of Chau). The Background section goes on to list several shortcomings 

of the described prior art, including updates to relational databases requiring that the 

relational databases be rebuilt (paragraph 0030). The system taught in Chau falls within the 

prior art described in the Background section of the application and does not teach or suggest 
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the claim limitation of propagating data into a relational database without requ iring reloading 
the existing data in the relational database . Wotring does not cure this deficiency. 

Secondly, neither Chau nor Wotring teaches the claim limitation of propagating data 
into a relational database in a manner that ensures compliance with both relational database 
relational schema and document type definition. The closest Chau comes to teaching the 
claim limitation of ensuring compliance, as recited in claims 1 and 34, is the mapping of 
XML data from application DTDs to relational tables (col. 3, lines 20-28 and col. 9, lines 12- 
20). However, as discussed in the Background section of the application, prior art mapping 
techniques, which include the mapping techniques taught in Chau, do not propagate data into 
a relational database in a maimer that ensures compliance with both relational schema and 
DTDs (see paragraphs 0009 - 0016, and especially paragraphs 0028 and 0030 of the 
specification). In particular, paragraph 0030 describes prior art mapping that does not ensure 
compliance with DTDs: 

Much of the prior efforts focused on the implementation issues of using 
database triggers and assignment of identification for each element, as \yell as 
other sets of updates using XQuery. These prior attempts have been unable to 
solve several issues. First, these previous attempts at XML updates can 
include XML data changes that could violate constraints inherent in or defined 
in the DTD. 

This description reads directly on the system taught in Chau. Chau teaches the use of triggers 
(col. 17, lines 1 1-21). Chau also teaches mapping techniques that could violate constraints 
defined in DTDs. For example, Chau does not contain any teaching of ensuring compliance 
with DTD-defined constraints regarding the number of occurrences of content particles in an 
element (see paragraph 00 1 4 of the specification for a description of '^occurrence"). Thus, 
Chau does not teach or suggest the claim limitation of propagating data into a relational 
database in a manner which ensures compliance with both relational database relational 
schema and document type definition. 

Moreover, the Examiner admits that Chau does not teach the claim limitation of 
relational schema (page 4 of the Office Action). The Examiner attempts to cure this 
deficiency by asserting that Wotring teaches this claim limitation and that it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Chau with the 
teachings of Wotring by incorporating the use of schema (page 5), As motivation for this 
asserted combination, the Examiner cites the purpose of making it easier for "the user of the 
system to select, search or retrieve the information stored in the database and create an import 
map that maps each relational database fields [sic]" (page 5). However, even if such a 
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combination would have somehow been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, the 
asserted combination still does not teach the claim limitation of propagating data into a 
relational database in a manner which ensures compliance with relational schema. The 
Examiner's stated motivation for combination is directed to searching and retrieving data 
from a relational database, which is entirely different from propagating data into a relational 
database. The relational schema taught in Wotring is limited to use in transforming relational 
data into hierarchical data (Abstract of Wotring), Therefore, the combination of Chau and 
Wotring asserted in the Office Action does not in any way teach or suggest propagating data 
into a relational database in a manner which ensures compliance with relational schema. 

Thirdly, to reject the claim limitation of propagating data into a relational database as 
recited in claims 1 and 34, the Examiner relies on teachings of Chau that, in contrast to 
propagating data into the relational database, are directed to searching for and retrieving data 
from a relational database. Specifically, the Office Action states that column 2, lines 36-55 
and col. 3, lines 6-15 of Chau teach "distributing or sharing XML elements or attributes by 
converting data stored in [a] relational database to XML documents from which the user may 
search or retrieve or select" (page 4 of the Office Action). Similarly, the Office Action also 
states that a "data source is converted into XML documents having elements and attributes 
for selecting, searching or retrieving by [a] user via a query" and that "Chau teaches metadata 
information for being used to search for elements or attributes in the XML document" (page 
4, emphasis added.) The converting of data stored in a relational database into XML 
documents for searching and retrieval is entirely different from the claim limitation of 
propagating data into (i.e., storing data in) a relational database because storing data in a 
database and retrieving data from a database are distinctiy different operations. Any teaching 
directed to searching or retrieving data from a relational database caimot reasonably be relied 
on to reject the claim limitation of propagating a data update into a relational database. 

For the foregoing reasons, neither Chau nor Wotring, taken alone or in combination, 
teaches each and evety claim limitation recited in independent claims 1 and 34. Therefore, in 
accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness against fliese claims. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejections of independent claims 1 and 34, as well as the rejections of their 
dependent claims (claims 2-27 and 35-60, respectively), at least for reasons based on their 
dependency from allowable independent claims, and allow these claims. 
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Independent Claims 28 and 61 

On pages 9-10 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected independent claim 28 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious over Chau in view of Wotring. The Examiner also 
rejected independent claim 61 for the same reasons relied upon to reject claim 28 (page 16 of 
the Office Action). Applicant respectfully submits that Chau and Wotring, taken either alone 
or in combination, do not teach or suggest every claim limitation recited in claims 28 and 61. 

Claim 28 recites the claim limitation of "generating the relational schema fi-om the 
metadata...." Claim 61 recites the similar claim limitation of forming relational schema fi-om 
metadata. The Examiner admits that Chau does not teach relational schema (page 10 of the 
Office Action). But the Examiner then asserts that Wotring teaches "relational database 
schema for being used to creat[e] a database mapping structure" (page 10) and that it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Chau 
with the teachings of Wotring by incorporating the use of schema (page 11). As with the 
rejection of independent claim 1, the Examiner again cites the purpose of making it easier for 
"the user of the system to select, search or retrieve the information stored in the database and 
create an import map that maps each relational database fields" as motivation for the asserted 
combination (page 1 1 ). However, even if such a combination would have somehow been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, the asserted combination of Chau and Wotring still 
does not teach the claim limitation of generating relational schema from metadata. The 
Examiner's stated motivation is directed to searching and retrieving data fi-om a relational 
database (page 1 1), which is entirely different from generating relational schema fi:om 
metadata. 

As discussed above in relation to claims 1 and 34, the teaching of relational schema in 
Wotring is limited to its use in transforming relational data into hierarchical data (Abstract of 
Wotring). The Examiner recognizes this limitation by stating that Wotring teaches 
"relational database schema for being used to creat[e] a database mapping structure" (page 
10) because the created mapping structure is used for the transformation. Wotring contains 
no teaching or suggestion of generating relational schema, let alone generating relational 
schema from metadata. In contrast, the relational schema taught in Wotring already exists 
(coL 5, lines 39-42). Further, the import map taught in Wotring is created firom hierarchical 
schema and relational schema (col. 7, line 66 through col. 8, line 8), and is in no way a 
teaching of generating relational schema. Thus, neither Chau nor Wotring, taken alone or in 
combination, teaches the claim limitation of generating relational schema from metadata,. 
Therefore, in accordance with MPEP § 2143, the Office Action fails to establish a prima 
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facie case of obviousness against this claims 28 and 61 . Accordingly, Applicants respectfully 
request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of independent claims 28 and 61, as well as 
the rejections of their dependent claims (claims 29-33 and 62-65, respectively), at least for 
reasons based on their dependency, and allow these claims. 

The Dependent Claims Recite Patentable Subject Matter 

The dependent claims (claims 2-27, 29-33, and 35-60, and 62-65) are in condition for 
allowance as claims depending from allowable independent claims 1, 28, 34, and 61. 
Nevertheless, the dependent claims independently recite patentable subject matter. Merely 
by way of example, claims 3, 5, 6, 9, 17, 20-24, 26, 27, 29, 30, 32, 33, 36, 38, 39, 42, 50, 53- 
57, 59, 60, 62, 64, and 65 recite patentable subject matter for the reasons discussed below. 

A. Claims 3 and 36 

The Examiner rejected claims 3 and 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 5 and 12 of the Office Action). Apphcants respectfully 
submit that claims 3 and 36 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of at least one update primitive for accomplishing the step of propagating a data update, as 
recited in claims 3 and 36. As is known in the field, primitives are basic operations supported 
by a programming language. Primitives can be combined to create more complex operations, 
which can be packaged as functions. Paragraph 003 19 of the specification describes the 
atomic property of the update primitives: "The primitives are minimal and cannot be 
divided," The portions of Chau cited by the Examiner against claims 3 and 36 merely 
address transformations between XML documents and relational data (col. 5, lines 1-28; col. 
7, lines. 35-50; and Fig. 9). However, Chau's teaching of transformations does not teach or 
suggest update primitives for propagating data updates into a relational database. Chau does 
not even mention the word "primitive." Therefore, in accordance with MPEP § 2143 the 
Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claims 3 and 36, and 
Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of claims 3 and 36 
and their dependent claims (claims 4-1 8) and allow these claims. 

B. Claims 5 and 38 

The Examiner rejected claims 5 and 38 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 5, 6 and 13 of the Office Action). Applicants 
respectfully submit that claims 5 and 38 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring 
because these references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the 
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claim limitation of at least one update primitive comprising at least one of a create root 
element primitive, a modify element primitive, a delete leaf element primitive, and a move 
element primitive. As discussed above, Chau does not mention an update primitive, much 
less a create root element, modify element, delete leaf element, or move element primitive. 
Therefore, in accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness against claims 5 and 38. Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner withdraw the rejections of claims 5 and 38, as well as the rejections of claims 
depending from claims 5 and 38 (claims 6-18 and 39-50, respectively ) and allow these 
claims. 

C. Claims 6 and 39 

The Examiner rejected claims 6 and 39 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 6 and 1 3 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 6 and 39 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of creating a new unattached root element in a document object representative of a proposed 
data update, as recited in the claims. On page 6 of the Office Action, the Examiner cites the 
creating of an XML document (col. 8, lines 7-45 of Chau) against claim 6. However, the 
creation of an XML document does not teach or suggest the claim limitation of creating a 
new unattached root element in a document object. Any teaching of creating an XML 
document in the cited portion of Chau is limited to the composition of an XML document 
from a relational database, which is entirely different from updating a relational database. 
Moreover, Chau does not contain any mention of the term "unattached." Therefore, in 
accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness against claims 6 and 39, and Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the rejections of claims depending from 
claims 6 and 39 (claims 7-18 and 40-5 1 , respectively) and allow these claims. 

D. Claims 9 and 42 

The Examiner rejected claims 9 and 42 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 6 and 13 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 9 and 42 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of the move element primitive changing the document object location of an identified 
element of the document object representative of a proposed data update, as recited in the 
claims. The Examiner relies on col. 23, line 65 through col. 24, line 28 of Chau to reject 
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claim 9 (page 6 of the Office Action). However, any manipulating of XML documents 
taught in this section of Chau is limited to replacing data values ^ which is clearly different 
from changing a document object location . Col. 23, line 66 recites, '^replacing XML column 
data," while col. 24, lines 25-27 recite, "updating original XML documents stoied in the 
XML column by changing the corresponding XML element or attribute value " (emphasis 
added). The replacement of an element's data value is not in any way a teaching or 
suggestion of changing a document object's location of an identified element Therefore, in 
accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness against claims 9 and 42, and Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the rejections of claims depending from 
claims 9 and 42 (claims 10-18 and 43-51, respectively) and allow these claims. 
£. Claims 17 and 50 

The Examiner rejected claims 17 and 50 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 7 and 14 of the Office Action). Claims 17 and 50 recite 
the claim limitation of a position value that corresponds to a lateral sibling location in the 
document object. Applicants respectfully submit that claims 17 and 50 are not obvious over 
Chau in view of Wotring because these references, taken either alone or in combination, do 
not teach or suggest the claim limitation of a position value corresponding to a lateral sibling 
location. The Examiner relies on col. 14, line 50 through col. 15, line 67 to reject claim 17 
(page 7 of the Office Action). However, this passage in Chau is limited to describing a user- 
defined document access definition (col. 1 2, lines 56-6 1 ) and contains no mention of the 
terms '^position" or "sibling," Moreover, these terms are not taught or suggested in the Chau 
reference as a whole. Therefore, in accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action foils to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claims 17 and 50. Applicants respectfully 
request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the rejections of 
claims 18 and 51, which depend from claims 17 and 50, respectively, and allow these claims. 

F. Claims 20 and 53 

The Examiner rejected claims 20 and 53 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 8 and 1 5 of die Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 20 and 53 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of determining whether at least one of a type constraint and an attribute constraint remain 
valid, as recited in claim 20. The Examiner relies on col. 5, lines 8-28 of Chau to reject claim 
20, asserting that this section of Chau teaches "a set of rules for creating or manipulating the 
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XML" (page 8 of the Office Action). However, this section of Chau merely introduces the 
XLST language for transforming XML documents (col. 5, lines 20-28) and contains no 
teaching or suggestion of determining whether a type constraint or an attribute constraint 
remains valid. A very general introduction to a set of rules for transforming documents does 
not in any way teach or suggest the claim limitation of determining whether a type constraint 
or an attribute constraint remains valid. Therefore, in accordance with MPEP § 2143 the 
Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claims 20 and S3. 
Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of claims 20 and 
53, as well as the rejections of their dependent claims (claims 21-27 and 54-60, respectively), 
and allow these claims. 

G. Claims 21 and 54 

The Examiner rejected claims 21 and 54 under 35 U.S.C, §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 8 and 15 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 21 and 54 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of determining whether a cross-reference index is unique within the document object during 
the step of validating, as recited in the claims. The Examiner relies on col. 8, lines 46-67 and 
col. 9, lines 10-20 to reject claim 21 (page 8 of the Office Action). However, the closest 
these passages in Chau come to teaching the limitations of claim 21 is a very general mention 
of validating XML documents using DTDs in a DTD_REF table (col. 9, lines 17-19). This 
general reference to validation contains no teaching or suggestion of determining whether a 
cross-reference index is unique within the document object. Chau does not even mention the 
term "cross-reference." Therefore, in accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails 
to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claims 21 and 54, and Applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the 
rejections of their respective dependent claims (claims 22-27 and 55-60), and allow these 
claims. 

H* Claims 22 and 55 

The Examiner rejected claims 22 and 55 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 8 and 15 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 22 and 55 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of determining whether a default value is required during the creation of a new element 
during the step of validating, as recited in the claims. The Examiner relies on col. 8, lines 46- 
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67 and col. 9, lines 10-20, as well as col. 5, lines 28-38 to reject claim 22 (page 8). However, 
these passages in Chau contain nothing more than a very general teaching of validating XML 
documents using DTDs in a DTD_REF table (col. 9, lines 17-19), which does not in any way 
teach or suggest the claim limitation of determining whether a default value is required 
during the creation of a new element during the step of validating. Therefore, in accordance 
with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness 
against claims 22 and 55, and Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejections of these claims, as well as the rejections of their respective dependent claims 
(claims 23-27 and 56-60), and allow these claims. 
I. Claims 23 and 56 

The Examiner rejected claims 23 and 56 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 8 and 1 5 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 23 and 56 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of determining whether an enumerated value is required during the step of validating, as 
recited in the claims. The Examiner relies on col. 8, lines 46-67 and col. 9, lines 10-20 to 
reject claim 23 (page 8 of the Office Action). Again, as discussed above, these passages in 
Chau contain nothing more than a very general teaching of validating XML documents using 
DTDs in a DTD REF table (col. 9, lines 17-1 9) and do not in any way teach or suggest the 
claim limitation of determining whether an enimierated value is required during the step of 
validating. Therefore, in accordance with MPEP § 2143 the Office Action fails to establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness against claims 23 and 56, and Applicants respectfully request 
that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the rejections of their 
respective dependent claims (claims 24-27 and 57-60), and allow these claims, 

J. Claims 24 and 57 

The Examiner rejected claims 24 and 57 under 35 U.S.C, §103 (a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 9 and 15 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 24 and 57 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of checking a nesting relationship between a former and a new location of an element when 
an element is moved during the step of validating, as recited in the claims. The Examiner 
relies on col 8, lines 46-67, col. 9, lines 10-20, and col. 14, line 50 through col. 15, line 67 to 
reject claim 24 (page 9 of the Office Action). Again, in relation to validating, these sections 
of Chau contain nothing more than a very general teaching of validating XML documents 
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using DTDs in a DTD_REF table (col. 9, lines 17-19). The closest that the passages of Chau 
cited by the Examiner come to teaching a nesting relationship is teaching child nodes (e.g., 
see col, 15, lines 54-67). However, the mere use of a child node does not in any way teach or 
suggest the claim limitation of checking a nesting relationship during tfie step of validating, 
especially when the claim limitation is considered in the context of checking a nesting 
relationship when an element is moved , as recited in claims 24 and 57. As discussed above 
in relation to claim 9, Chau docs not teach or suggest moving an element. Because neither 
Chau nor Wotring teaches or suggests the claim limitation of checking a nesting relationship 
between a former and a new location of a moved element during the step of validating, the 
Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claims 24 and 57 in 
accordance with MPEP § 2143. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the rejections of their respective dependent 
claims (claims 25-27 and 58-60), and allow these claims. 
IC Claims 26 and 59 

. . The Examiner rejected claims 26 and 59 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 

over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 9 and 16 of die Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 26 and 59 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of checking a quantifier constraint of a nesting relationship between elements implicated by a 
proposed update and determming whether die proposed update violates the quantifier 
constraint, as recited in the claims. The Examiner relies on col. 15, lines 30-67 and col. 5, 
lines 8-28 to reject claim 26 (page 9 of the Office Action). However, these passages in Chau 
contain no teaching or suggestion of checking for a quantifier constraint or determining if 
there will be a violation of the quantifier constraint. While col. 15, lines 30-38 of Chau teach 
that an XML element is defined in a DTD and can have different numbers of attribute, child, 
and text nodes, there is no teaching or suggestion of a quantifier constraint or of checking for 
a violation of a quantifier constraint. Moreover, col. 15, lines 30-38 of Chau teach that a root 
element node can have zero or more attribute, child, and text nodes, which unlimited numbers 
of nodes teaches away from any type of quantifier constraint. Because neither Chau nor 
Wotring teaches or suggests the claim limitation of checking for a quantifier constraint and 
determining whether there will be a violation of the quantifier constraint as recited in claims 
26 and 59, the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against these 
claims in accordance with MPEP § 2143. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner withdraw the rejections of claims 26 and 59, as well as the rejections of their 
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respective dependent claims (claims 27 and 60)> and allow these claims. 
L. Claims 27 and 60 

The Examiner rejected claims 27 and 60 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 9 and 16 of the Office Action). Applicants respectfully 
submit that claims 27 and 60 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring because these 
references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the claim limitation 
of preventing the propagation step from occurring if the proposed data update fails the 
validation step. The Examiner relies on col. 12, lines 38-54 and col. 13, line 38 through col. 
14, line 67 to reject claim 26 (page 9). As mentioned above, Chau only very generally 
teaches validation of XML documents based on DTDs (col. 9, lines 10-20). However, Chau 
contains no teaching or suggestion of preventing the propagation step from occurring based 
on a vahdation step. The closest the cited sections of Chau come to teaching this claim 
limitation is a teaching of a validation setting in a document access definition (DAD) (col. 13» 
lines 54-57). This teaching merely discloses that if a validation setting is set to "Yes** in the 
DAD, a DTD identifier (DTDID) must also be specified (col. 13, lines 54-57), which simply 
does not in any way teach or suggest the claim limitation of preventing the propagation step 
from occurring if the at least one proposed data update fails the validation step. Because 
neither Chau nor Wotring teaches or suggests this claim limitation, the Office Action fails to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claims 27 and 60 in accordance with 
MPEP § 2143. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejections of, and allow, these claims. 

M. Claim 29 

The Examiner rejected claim 29 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious over Chau 
in view of Wotring (page 11 of the Office Action), Claim 29 recites the claim limitation of 
loading data from the document into the relational schema . Applicants respectfully submit 
that claim 29 is not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring for the same reasons discussed 
above in relation to independent claims 27 and 61 . Similar to the failure of Chau and 
Wotring to teach the claim limitation of generating relational schema, the asserted 
combination of Chau and Wotring also fails to teach or suggest the claim limitation of 
loading data into the relational schema . As discussed above, the relational schema taught in 
Wotring already exists and is limited in application to use in transforming relational data into 
hierarchical data (Abstract of Wotring). Therefore, Wotring does not cure the deficiencies of 
Chau with respect to relational schema. Because the cited references, taken alone or together, 
do not teach or suggest the claim limitation of loading data into relational schema, the Office 
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Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claim 29 in accordance 
with MPEP § 2143. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw 
the rejection of claim 29, as well as the rejections of its dependent claims (claims 30-33), and 
allow these claims. 

N. Claims 30 and 62 

The Examiner rejected claims 30 and 62 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 11 and 16 of the Office Action). Similar to limitations 
recited in independent claims 1 and 34, claims 30 and 62 recite the claim limitation of 
updating a relational database without requiring the reloading of the data ahreadv in the 
relational database . For the same reasons discussed above in relation to claims 1 and 34, 
Applicants respectfully submit that claims 30 and 62 are not obvious over Chau in view of 
Wotring because these references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or 
suggest the claim limitation of updating a relational database without requiring the reloading 
of the data already in the relational database . Because neither Chau nor Wotring teaches or 
suggests this claim limitation, the Office Action fails to establish a />ri>Ma^c/e case of 
obviousness against claims 30 and 62 in accordance with MPEP § 2143. Therefore, 
Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of these claims, as 
well as the rejections of their respective dependent claims (claims 31-33 and 63-65), and 
allow these claims. 

O. Claims 32 and 64 

The Examiner rejected claims 32 and 64 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being obvious 
over Chau in view of Wotring (pages 1 1 and 1 6 of the Office Action). Similar to limitations 
recited in claims 27 and 60, claim 32 recites the claim limitation of preventing the at least one 
proposed update from being loaded into the relational database. Claim 64 recites a similar 
limitation. For the same reasons discussed above in relation to claims 27 and 60, Applicants 
respectfully submit that claims 32 and 64 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring 
because these references, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the 
claim hmitation of preventing the at least one proposed update from being loaded into the 
relational database. Because neither Chau nor Wotring teaches or suggests this claim 
limitation, the Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness against 
claims 32 and 64 in accordance with MPEP § 2143. Therefore, Applicants respectfully 
request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of these claims, as well as the rejections of 
their respective dependent claims (claims 33 and 65), and allow these claims. 
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P. Claims 33 and 65 

The Examiner rejected claims 33 and 65 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Chau 
in view of Wotring (pages 1 1 and 16 of the Office Action). Claims 33 and 65 recite a data 
type constraint, attribute constraint, link reference constraint, nesting relationship constraint, 
and quantifier constraint. Similar to the reasons given above for patentability of the type, 
attribute, and quantifier constraints recited in claims 20, 26, 53, and 59, Applicants 
respectfully submit that claims 33 and 65 are not obvious over Chau in view of Wotring. 
Chau and Wotring, taken either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest the 
constraints recited in claims 33 and 65, much less the comparing of the recited constraints 
against document-type definition requirements^ as recited in the claims. Because neither 
Chau nor Wotring teaches or suggests these claim limitations, the Office Action fails to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness against claims 33 and 65 in accordance with 
MPEP § 2143. Therefore, Applicants respectfixUy request that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejections of, and allow, these claims. 

New Claims 66 and 67 Recite Patentable Subject Matter 

Applicants respectfully submit that each of the new claims 66 and 67 recites 
patentable subject matter. Merely by way of example, new claim 66 recites the claim 
limitation of the update primitive including a create root element primitive, a modify element 
primitive, a delete leaf element primitive, and a move element primitive. Claim 67 recites the 
claim limitation of: 

wherein the create root element primitive, the modify element primitive, the 
delete leaf element primitive, and the move element primitive form a complete 
set of operations for transforming any first document object tree into any 
second document object tree, wherein the first document object tree and the 
second document object tree each comply with the same document type 
definition. 

At least for the same reasons discussed above in relation to claim 5, claims 66 and 67 are 
patentable over the cited prior art because the cited prior art does not teach or suggest the 
above-recited claim limitations. Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 66 and 
67 are in condition for allowance. 
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CONCLUSION 

Ail objections and rejections have been addressed. In view of the above, the presently 
pending claims are believed to be in condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to pass this application to issue. It is believed that any fees associated 
with the filing of this paper are identified in an accompanying transmittal. However, if any 
additional fees are required, they may be charged to Deposit Account 07-2347. To the extent 
necessary, a petition for extension of time under 37 C.F.R. 1 . 1 36(a) is hereby made, the fee 
for which should be charged against the aforementioned account. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Dated: November 2, 2004 By_ 

J 

Attorney for Applicant 

Reg. No.: 25,648 
Verizon Corporate Services Group Inc* 
c/o Christian Andersen 
600 Hidden Ridge Drive, 
Mailcode HQE03H14 
Irving, TX 75038 
(972)718-4800 
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